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である21)｡「Zu betrachten ch. Ⅶ, Buch Ⅲ”というマルクスの原文のままな
らば，……当然,『第３部第７章を betrachtenすべきである｡』と読むより他









VII. Buch III.”は，……大谷氏のように原文にはない inを勝手に挿入して


















”であるが，そこにはただ１行,“Zu betrachten ch. VII.
Buch III”と書かれているだけである｣25)。この指示書きを，フォルグラード
は,「ほぼ70％ほどの確率で，Zu betrachten : ch. VII. Buch III”(以下のと
ころで考察すべき 第３部第７章)，と読みたいね｡｣26) と述べている｡












































































































































































































































































































































































































In this paper, we examined arguments concerning Marx’s discussion of so-
called “internal contradiction” and “disturbances in the process of reproduction”
in Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3, the Theory of Reproduction, and clarified the
following matters.
First, regarding the question of whether the issue of “disturbances in the proc-
ess of reproduction” should be discussed in Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3, the
Theory of Reproduction, Professors Ryozo Tomizuka and Teinosuke Otani both
argue that Marx was attempting to discuss the issue of “disturbances in the proc-
ess of reproduction.” However, their views differ completely on the how the
issue of “disturbances in the process of reproduction” was being attempted to be
discussed in Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3, the Theory of Reproduction.
Merely presenting the question of whether or not “disturbances in the process
of reproduction” was discussed in Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3 without any
reference to how and from what perspective such a question is to be discussed
results in arguments that are devoid of content.
Second, regarding the question of whether so-called “internal contradiction”
constitutes an issue that should be discussed in Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3,
a major gap exists in the views of Tomizuka and Otani. This difference of opinion
is attributable to the difference in the interpretation of the meaning of the so-
called “memorandum” appearing in footnote 32 of Das Kapital Volume 2 Section
2. Tomizuka argued that the “memorandum” in footnote 32 refers to the “con-
tradiction between production and consumption” and belongs in the “next sec-
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tion :” that is, Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3. As opposed to this, Otani argued
that the text in question does not contain any indication that the issue of so-
called “internal contradiction” belongs in Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3. This
difference in opinion is rooted in the question of whether the “nie” appearing in
footnote 32 of the Engels edition of Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3 represents
the reading of the manuscript which correctly reflects Marx’s intent, or whether
the manuscript should be read as “nur” to correctly reflect Marx’s thinking.
Tomizuka argued that the intent of Marx’s argument can be properly understood
only if the text is read as it appears in the Engels edition. Based on this position,
he claimed that the “memorandum” does contain references to the so-called
“internal contradiction” issue and that Marx believed this to be an issue belong-
ing to Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3. On the other hand, Otani argued that the
“nie” in the Engels edition of Das Kapital represented an error in reading and did
not correctly reflect Marx’s intent ; that “nie” should be correctly read as “nur;”
and that the “memorandum” was “not an explanation of ‘internal contradiction’”
but rather a discussion of “restriction of production due to the realization of sur-
plus value.”
To restate : the difference in the two positions reverts to whether the “nie” ap-
pearing in footnote 32 of the Engels edition of Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 2
should be accepted as it is to reflect Marx’s intent, or whether the “nie” in foot-
note 32 of the Engels edition of Das Kapital Volume 2 Section 3 should be
changed to “nur” in understanding Marx’s intent. In order to arrive at the ulti-
mate source of this disagreement, we undertook to examine in detail the grounds
of the Tomizuka’s assertion and arrived at the following conclusions. The ques-
tion is not a matter of correct reading of the text and textual interpretation
wherein either “nie” or “nur” can be determined to be correct. The key question
concerns what should be written in the “memorandum” and the difference in
Tomizuka’s and Otani’s understanding of the theory of reproduction. Hence, we
have returned to the initial issue in attempting to respond to the question of
“nie” or “nur.”
